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Repository Workflow
Fig 1: Basic Repository Workflow. Reprinted from Madsen, D., & Oleen, J. (2013).  Staffing and Workflow of a Maturing 
Institutional Repository. Journal of Librarianship and Scholarly Communication, 1(3). P. 4. Used under CC:By 3.0
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Stages of the item agnostic workflow:
1. Item/Collection – An item or collection is brought to or 
solicited by the repository.
2. Permissions – Who owns the item/collection? What is 
the copyright status of the item/collection? Do 
permission to deposit slips need to be signed (if student 
work)? Who is the primary contact for the 
item/collection? 
3. Scan/Edit – Does the item/collection need to be scanned? 
Is it born-digital? What edits need to happen? 
4. Organize – Will the item/collection be placed in an exiting 
repository structure or will a new repository structure 
need to be created? 
5. Upload – Item/collection is uploaded with minimal 
descriptive metadata. 
6. Metadata – Subject headings and additional metadata is 
created. 
7. Outreach/promotion – New items/collections are 
solicited by showing examples from Framingham State 
University and other repositories.
Introduction
The Framingham State University Digital Commons Repository was founded in 2013 – 2014. 
The repository is a hybrid of the scholarly writing of Framingham State University faculty, 
digitized archival materials, photographs of university events, teaching materials, other 
university ephemera, and collections of materials solicited from the community. In the 4-5 
years since the establishment of the repository a number of staffing changes have taken place. 
Timeline of Repository Staff Changes
• 2013 - 2014(ish) – Repository launched – Staffing consists of Emerging Technologies and 
Digital Services Librarian
• 2014(ish) – Part-time digital repository coordinator hired
• Jan 2015 – Digital Repository Coordinator turn-over
• Jul 2015 – Part-time Digital Repository Assistant hired
• May 2017 – Part-time Digital Repository Assistant leaves
• July 2017 – Emerging Technologies and Digital Services Librarian turn-over
• Dec 2017 – Part-time Digital Repository Assistant hired
The turn-over of both the Emerging Technologies and Digital Services Librarian and part-time 
Digital Repository Assistant positions threw the workflow of the repository into chaos. Projects 
slowed down, or were abandoned entirely. These slow-downs were caused by two key issues: 
• A lack of a clear workflow
• A lack of project documentation
Literature Review
Digital repositories and institutional repositories are generally viewed as different. The DCC 
(2006) defines a digital repository as: “Digital Repositories offer a convenient infrastructure 
through which to store, manage re-use and curate digital materials.”  Crow (2002) defines an 
intuitional repository as: “Institutional repositories – digital collections that capture and 
preserve the intellectual output of university communities”. This poster investigates 
repositories in a more general sense, so will just use the term “repository”. 
There is no shortage of literature on best practices in repositories. These best practices 
describe digitization, file formats , metadata, etc.. The Computer History Museum’s 2012 best 
practices manual and the Library of Congress’s recommended file formats are just two 
examples. The slow-downs in the FSU Digital Commons Repository were not due to a lack of 
adherence to best practices, but a lack of a clear workflow.
Madsen & Oleen (2013) observed a “dearth of literature” on repository workflows. Since this 
observation, there have been a few publications and presentations, but the “dearth of 
literature” still exists. Two examples of recent publications are, Whipperman & Whitebloom
(2017) “Speedy workflows for faculty assisted submissions” and Whipperman’s (2016) single 
slide on the lifecycle of a project in the University of Pennsylvania Scholar Commons. Both 
Madsen & Oleen (2013) and Whipperman & Whitebloom (2017) discuss workflows for 
traditionally published scholarly materials. However, many repositories contain more than just 
traditionally published scholarly materails. Our workflows must be flexible enough to include a 
diversity of materials.
Discovering Our Workflows
To develop an item agnostic workflow Madsen & Oleen’s (2013) workflow (see fig 1) was consulted. Developing an 
item agnostic workflow was important to allow for flexibility to work with items of varying formats and collections 
of varying size. Whipperman’s (2016) repository project workflow includes the faculty consultation process, but 
for a variety of reasons this was left out of the item agnostic workflow. 
The item agnostic repository workflow (fig 2) follows an item or collection submitted to the repository through the 
stages of permissions, the process(es) the item or collection must go through to be uploaded, how the 
item/collection fits in the repository structure, the upload of the item/collection, and metadata. 
Outreach/promotion are also included in the cycle because examples of successful repository projects are used to 
promote the repository to faculty. 
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Fig 2: Item Agnostic Workflow. Based on the Basic Repository 
Workflow outlined by Madsen & Oleen (2013).
Documentation Inspiration: Lab Notebooks
Once a workflow was established it was important to develop a method for documenting 
repository projects to communicate to future generations of repository staff the history of the 
repository projects. The Emerging Technologies and Digital Services Librarian took inspiration 
from the idea of laboratory notebooks. There are many definitions of laboratory notebooks in 
science textbooks and online. The NIH Office of Intramural Training and Education provides a 
comprehensive definition in the “Keeping a Lab Notebooks: Basic Principles and Best 
Practices”. According to the NIH webinar “a lab notebook is:   
• A complete record of procedures, reagents, data, and thoughts to pass on to 
other researchers.
• Explanation of why experiments were initiated, how they were performed, 
and the results. 
• Legal document to prove patents and defend your data against accusations 
of fraud.
• Scientific legacy in the lab.” 
Many of the points of this definition do not apply to the repository setting, the principles of lab 
notebook would greatly benefit the establishment of a “lab notebook” to track projects in the 
repository. A repository “lab notebook” can communicate the status of a project, the 
permissions needed and copyright status of a project, the file naming conventions used for a 
project, and the location of the files for a project. 
Repository Lab Notebook: Successes and Failures 
A “lab notebook” consisting of a checklist of the different stages of the item agnostic workflow 
was implemented in January 2018. It was not an immediate success. To make a repository “lab 
notebook” who keeps track of the lab notebooks needs to be established an the checklists 
must be refined. Even though the repository “lab notebook” was not an immediate success, it 
is hoped the “lab notebooks” can be successfully established to communicate the history of 
repository projects to future generations of repository staff. 
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